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IWRODUCTION 

Pursuant to Section 214(e)(S) of the Communicatione Act of 1934. as amended by the 

Telecommunications Act of 1996 ( T k u a l  Act’’), 47 U.S.C. 6 214(e)(S), and 47 C3.R 

5 54.207, the Minnesota Public Utilikes Commission (“MPUC”) petitions the Federa1 

Communications Commission ~Comnos:~ir:i”) for agreement with the MPUC’s service area 

designations which differ h o r n  the “ s w y  areas” or existing “service areas” of CenturyTel, 

Citizcns Telcphone Company, Frontier Communications of MinnesoIa, hc., Mid-State 

Telephone Company d%/a KMP PDS Tr:lecom), Scott-Ricc Telephone Company. United TeI 

Co of Minnesota WTC of Mmn.%ata:l, Fcr.mtcd Telephonc Company, Mclrose Telephone 



Company (divmiCOM), Winstd Telqihoie Company (TDS Telecom), Eckles Telephone 

Company (Blue Earth Valley Telephone (‘rcnpany), Lakedale Telephone Company, aod Farmers 

Mutual Tel Co. 

These twelve compames are incumbent rural relecommunicotions canias designated as 

eligible Ielecommunications carriers (“E7 C? under the Federal Act. As more fully explained 

below, the MF’UC designated the individual exchanges in CmturyTel’s existing stody area as 

separate service areas. The MPUC also redefined the service areas that Midwest Wireless 

Communications, LLC (“Midwest WUe1t:ss”) Will serve in the service territories of 11 other 

mal ILECs identified above to include aeu smaller than the wire center. The redefined areas 

iiiclude p a i d  local uchaqes of thesf: 1 1  rural ILECs in order to conform to Midwest 

Wireless’s FCC-licensed territory. Disilglregating CenturyTel’s study area into multiple senice 

mas for individual exchanges and rde-ining the otbcr companies’ s m i c c  aroaa bclow the 

exchange level is consistent with federal and state law goals to encourage competition in both 

urban and rural areas of Minnesota 

This petition, required by 47 C.P R. 54 207, seeks Commission agreement wi& the 

MPUC’s swice area definitions for the arc= in which Midwcst Wireless is licensed by thc 

Commission to provide wireless service 

I.  APPLICABLE LAW. 

The Fedaal Act requires designarm of ETCs for purposes of implementing the Act‘s 

universal service provisions. h a i t  to 4 214(eX2), state commissions desigaate 

tclccomunisations carriers as ETCs for specific “service areas.” Section 214(e)(2) rtatos: 
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A State commission shall upon iE own nloriou or upon q u e m  designate a common 
camer that meets the requiremil:, of paragraph (1) as ~n VTC] for a service arcs 
designated by the State commi;jlon. Upon request and consistent with the public 
intcrcst, convenience, and neces:ity, the State commissions may. ia the c u e  of an area 
served by a niral telephone Com!iany, and shall, in h e  casc of all other areas, designate 
more than one common canier i1a an [ETCI for a service area designated by thc State 
commission, so long as eoch~add~tional requesting carr iu meets the requiremenu of 
paragraph (1). Before des ip t i ig  an additional @TC] for an area sewed by a rural 
telephone company, the State coinmission shall find that the designation is in the public 
interest. 

Tbe Federal Act defines “aemice area” BS “a geographic =ea established by a State 

commission for the purpose of determining universal service obligations and support 

mechanisms.” 47 U S.C. 4 214(e)(5). H’iwever, for meas served by a rural iclephone company, 

4 214(e)(S) provides tbar the term ‘‘smice area” means the rural telephone company’s study 

area ”unless and until the Commirs:on and the States, after taking into ~ccount the 

recommendations of a Federal-State Jairt Board . , establish a different dellnition of service 

area for such company.” Consistent with the Joint Board recommendations. the Commission has 

encouraged state commissions to “desigcate service areas that are not unreasonably large” and 

are “sufficiently small to ensure accurate targeting of high cost support and to encourage enny 

by competitors.” In the Matter of Feder/rl-State Joornr Board an Universul Sem’ce, Repon and 

Order, CC Docket No. 96-45. 12 PCC .<cd 8776, 7 184 (May 8, 1997) (‘universal k v k e  

Ordcr”) 

A state commission c m o t  a d  slt8r.e to alter a definition of a service a m  Served by a 

mal csrrier. The Federal Act conternpiatts a joint federal-state process for establishiag a service 
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area@) (bat dffer firom a company’s &sting selvice arta(s).’ M a  the state commission bas 

determind h a t  a service area definiticn different from a rural carrier’s study area or existing 

service areas would better serve the uruvrrsal service principles found h 5 254(b), eilher the 

state or a carrier must seek the agreerner t of the Commission. Univmal Service Order, at 188. 

Neither the Federal Act nor the (:ommission’s Universal Service Order articulate specific 

standards for the states or the COII I~ I~SIO~ to follow in establishing a new service area definition 

The Comnusslon’s only requircnie!I IE to “take into account” the Joint Bonrd’s 

recommendahons. 

The Joint Board recommended that rural companies’ senice meas initially remain 

idcnhcal to their study areas, but cnplied that 88 circumstances change, so might its 

recommendaflon. In zhe Mntter of the Federal-Stale Board on Universal Service, CC Docket 

No. 96-45, 12 FCC Rcd 87, Q 172 (1596) (Joint Board Recommendation). The J o ~ n t  Board 

articulated three reasons for recommeudjng retention of the study area as the service area “at this 

time” First, the Joint Board noted that some commentem wae concerned about ‘‘crcam 

slamming.” B y  retaining a larger s M y  BIBB, 

[plotcntial “cream skimming’‘ i i  rinimi7ed because competitors, as a condition of 
telephone company’s study area. 

Competitors would thus MI be 8:ligble for 
serve only the lowest cost portion : of a rural 

eligibility, must provide services throughout the 
service suppart if they sought to 
company’s study area. 

I The Commission’s Universal Service 0-der starcs ar 7 18 : 

We conclude that the plain larguage of scctio 214(e)(S) dictates that neither the 

rurnl cnrrias. In udditios we cat cludc that the language Taking into account” indjcates 
that the Comrrubsion and the statei (nust each give full consideration lo the Joint Board’s 
recommendation and must cacti e rplain why they arc not adopting the recommendations 
lncluded in tho most recent F,cxommended Decision or tho recommendations of any 
hiture Joint Board convened to ,xo.ride refommendations with respeot to the federal 
universal support mechanisms. 

Commission nor the states may act alone to alter th 1 de&ition of service ares served by 
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Second, the Joint Board nowds'tnat the Federal Act "k, many respects places rural 

telephone companies on a different competitive footing 60m other locd exchange companies; 

citing various provisions in the Federal P ct which treat sucb companies differently: 

h~ example, rural telephone co npanies are initially exempt h m  the interconnection. 
unbundling, and resale requirements of 47 U.S.C. 2Sl(c). The 1996 Act continues lhis 
exemption until the relevant start: commiss~on finds, mer din, that a quest of a mrd 
telephone company for intercorsection, unbundling or resde would not bc unduly 
economically burdensome, would be techrucally feasible, and would be consistent with 
section 254. Moreova, . . stales may dcsignate additional eligible carrias for areas 
served by a mal telephone c o m ~ m y  only upon a specific finding that such a designation 
is in the public inrerest. 

Joint Board Rccommendarioa at 7 173. 

The Joint B o d s  final conceni n:lated m the administrative difficulties rural companies 

may encounter in calculating cmbeddnl C D S ~  ai something other than at a study area level. Joint 

Board Recommendation, at 7 174. Alth0.1gh he first two of the Joint Board's concerns relate to 

competition ~II the MSS served by rurd ;ornpanics, this rhird COIKCII~ relates to adrninistntive 

d~fficulties for the incumbent rural telqihc 'ne ;ompany. 

A "nurural telqhme company" is defined at 47 U.S.C. 4 153(37). The Commission 

inwrpreted the phrase "cammunitles of sore than 50,000" in §153(37)@) to require the use of 

Census Bureau staustm for legally incxporated localities, consolidated cities, and census- 

designated places for identifying cornmllnities of more thau 50,000. I n  the Malter of h e  

Federal-Sure Joinr Board on Lrnwersol Sinwe. Tenth Report and Order, CC Docket NO. 96-45, 

14 FCC Rcd 201 5 6 , i  A47 VOV. 2,1999) Under this interpretation, COmpanieS identified in 

this petition qualify a8 rural telephone q:ompaniea even though some sewc non-contiguous 
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communities t h ~ g h o u t  MMCuata, W i l h  portions of their senice area located in or near the 

large Twin Cities metropolitan area. 

Frontier is a WmPmY, the MPuc previously redefined Frontier's Mimesam 

study area to include m c e  areas disaggregated to the cxchange level for each of Fronhn's 45 

Minnesota exchanges. See In re Fedmal-State Joint Board 011 Universal Service. CC Docket 

No. 96-45. DA 00-2661, Petition of he Minnesota Public Utilities Commission for FCC 

Agreement to Redefine the Sewice Are;! of Fronber Communications of Minncsota, Inc. (filed 

&I. 26, 2000) (FCC agreement effec!.ivt Feb. 27, 2001) ("Western Wireless Petition"). Since 

that time, nurnemu companies in M i m : S O t 8  and otha states have redefined their own service 

arcas to disaggregate fiem to the e r c h q e  or sub-exchange level p m m t  to Commissioo rules. 

See In rhe Mailer oj Federal-State Joiiit Board on Universal Service and Multi-Association 

Group (MAG) Plan for Regdation of Intt?rsrnte Services, Foutecnth Report and Onia, Twcnty- 

Second Orda on Reconsideration. and Further Notice of Proposed Rulema!&g. CC Docket 

NO 96-45 and CC Docka No. 00-256. 2~ FCC Rcd 1338 (May 23. 2001); and 47 C.F.R. 

4 54,315. 

11. PROCEEDINGS BEFORE TWE h l l N F  ESOTA PUSWC UTILITIES COHMISSION. 

Mldwest Wireless is a wireless provider licensed by the Commission to provide 

commercial mobile radio senice (CMRS) service throughout a swath in southem Mumesoh the! 

includes Minnesota Rural Service &tar (RSAs) 7 through 1 1 .  The licensed area mcludes 

temtory in 35 counhes served by 49 wal 'elephone companies and one non-rural company, 

Qwcsf. Midwcst Winless smeg  the rnb: service territory for most of these companies. Under 

existing circumslmces, however, Midwesi Wireless's FCC wireless license aad rhus its wireless 
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because rural customers would stand to benefit born increaaed competition, including h c  

provision of services and functionaliiie:: that the Incumbent providers do mt offer. The MpUc 

further concluded bat  no cutomer barns are foreseeable.’ 

Without e redefinition of the wivice aeas  of the 15 mal Minne8ota COmpheS covered 

by this petition. however, the MPUC designation of Midwest Wireless as M ETC pUKUmt to 47 

U.S.C 5 214(e)(2) c.annot be hplenia  ted completely, cvm though such designation is clearly 

in the publlc interest. Thus, the Midwest Wireless petibon for ETC designation also included a 

request for disagpgation of certain rur:il carriers’ serfice area.  

IZI. REQUERT POR EUDEFINITION AND D~SAGGREGATION OF SERVICE AREAS. 

Midwest Wireless is able to mwe the complete service a m 8  for most of the rural 

telephone companies located in its wireless service temtory. See List of C e n w e l  Exchangeb, 

Attachment 2. Furthermore. for the +&iq Qweat exchanges which arc only partially included in 

Midwest Wireless’s territory. the IMIUC was able to redefine the service areas to the 

sub-exchange level as necessary without FCC concurrence. See 47 U.S.C. 8 214(e)(5). 

Although most Minnesota telephone companies have hsaggregated their own service a r m  to the 

exchange level. and even into cost ZOLS within exchanges, one company of concern in this 

pclition bar not eleded to do this. It i:; necessary, therefore, Io redofme CenIuryTel’s service 

area to the exchange level so that Mictvest Wireless is required to save only the CenturyTeI 

cxchanga that fall withh its Miruresota wlrdcss s&ce territory.’ This is cmiaent wirh whar 

has been done to allow Westem Wireless Corporation lo be designat& 89 an ETC for cenain of 

’ In addition to its basic service offeriup, Midwest wireless has Et8td that it 
wide local calling areas and packagcd lollg distance plans. 

offer mobility, 

‘ A list of the CentqlTel exchanges is included in Attachment 3. 



Ihe exchanges of Frontier cO~Unlca.ticnS of Minnesota, Inc. that were within Western Wireless 

Corporation’s licensed senice territory. Sez Wexiern Mreless Perition. 

In addition to the redcfinition required for the CenrUryTel exchanges, further redefinition 

is necessary below the cxchange level ir older for Midwest Wireless to Serve a number of other 

area5 within its licenscd territory. Tne boundary h e  for Midwcdt Wireless’s licensed service 

area does not coincide with the exchange boundaries for some of the oxchanges served by 

Citizens Telephone COmpany. Frontier Communications of Minnesots h e . ,  Mid-State 

Telephone Company d/b/a KMP (TDS Telecom), Scott-Rice Telephone Company, United Tel 

Co of Minnesota &TC of Minnesota), Federated Telephone Company, Melrose Telephone 

Company (diversiCOM), WinsIed Teliphone COInpMy (TDS Telecom), Eckles Telephone 

Company (Blue Earth Valley Telephone Company), Lakedale Telcphono Company, Farmers 

Mutual Tel Co., and Lousdale Telephon: ‘Company, Inc. It IS necessary lo redefine the scrvicc 

areas of these exchanges for purposes of Midwest Wireless’s Universal seMcc funding as an 

ETC because Midwest Wirelcss serve0 only portions of some of the exchanges of these 

companies. For the 11 companies abo\.e-named, Midwest Wirel%as requested that the MPUC 

classify the porhon of each wire center of the affected LECs that Midwest Wireless’s license 

covers as a separate service area A complete list of the exchanges and partial exchanges served 

is attached to this petition BS Amhmear 3. 

Seccion 54.207(~)(1) of the (:ommission’s rules sets fofi procedures for the 

Commission’s consideration of state  mission-proposed defstions of a rural telephone 

company’s service arm thai differ h n  he company’s study area. The state c O ~ S S h  must 

submit a petition to the FCC containing. 1) the definition proposed by the state commission, and 

2) the shta c;ommissicn’s ruling or o f k  al statcmmt actting forth the reasons for the proposed 
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delininirion, including an analy& that takos into account the recommendations of any Federal- 

Slate Joint Board convened to provide the  recommendations with rsspect to the definition of B 

service area senred by a rural telephone ynpany.  47 C.F.R. $54.207(cXI). This petition meets 

these two criteria, as discussed below. ~ 

A. The MPUC Proposed Dcflnitlon. 

1 .  The MPUC redefied CenIuryTel's study area to identify eacb 
exchange as a service arca. 

Fkst, tho MPUC proposes to clmify each of the CenturyTcl exchanges as a separate 

selvicc area. As a rural telephone company, Centur)/Iel's s&co area is prssently the same as 

its study area for purposea of d e t e ~ l i n g  federal univmal service obligations and support 

mechanisms. 47 C.F.R $54.207(b). Tht MPUC concluded that it is appropriate to disaggregate 

C e n w e l ' o  study area so that each of hc exchanges constitutes a separate service area. This 

proposed defmitioa not only addresses Midwest Wireless's cancans. it ale0 may meet the needs 

of future requests for ETC status in the CsnturyTel territory. Furthermore, it is consistent with 

the redefinition previously made to .mommodate Western Wkless Corporation in the 

exchange. served by Frontier Colnmuruc dons ofMinnesola, hc. 

2. The sendee arem of the other 11 rural carriers are appropriately 
redefined ta the mtbuehange level. 

The W U C  further proposes to :bsssify the portinn of each wire center in the service 

areas of the other 11  companies5 srrvtd by Midwest Wireless u separate service arw for 

Qtizms Telephone Company, FronSa C ~ m m u n i ~ a r i ~ ~  of Minnesota, hc., Mid-State 
Telephone Company d/b/a KMP (TDS 'Telewm). Scam-Rice Telephone Company. United Tcl 
Co of Minnesota (LTTC of Minneso1.a). Federated Telephone Company, Melrose Tekpbbne 
Company (divcrsiCOM). Winsted T'zlephone Company (TDS Telecom), Eckles Telephone 
Company (Blue Earth Valley Telephone '%npany), Lakedale Telephone Company, and F m a s  
Mutual Tel Co. 

5 
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purposes of Midwest Wireless’s ETC resignation. As an cxample, Midwest Wireless’s license 

covers much of the service Iaiitov of Farmers Mutual Tel Co. Midwest Wireless provides 

wreless service in three exchanges sqrvsd by this company, but it ia able to serve O ~ Y  &e 

Marietta exchange completely because its licansa does not coincide with the muting exchmge 

boundanes and does not include the complete portions of the Ballingham md Cmo &rdo 

exchanges. Thus it is necessary to redefine the study andor senice B T ~ [ S ]  of Farmers Muhd 

Tel Co. to exclude the portions of the Ballingham and Cmo Godo wire centas that Midwest 

Wireless is unable to sew.  The exchsage of the m n i n g  10 wd companies involva similar 

circumstances. See Attachment 3. 

B. 

The second criterion in 5 54.237(~)(1) r q w e s  a state commission ruling or official 

statement setting fath the masons for h e  proposed definition, including an analysis that takes 

into account the Federal-State Joint Board recommendations with respect to the d e h t i o n  of B 

service area served by a rural telephone: company. In the MpUC’s Approval Order airached to 

t h s  petition. the MPUC specifically addressed the issues idmnfied by the Joint Board: 

The MPUC’s Radonnlc for the Proposed D d h i t i o ~ .  

In considering whether to disaggregate a mal telephone company’s service 
territory, the FCC directs  he [state commishion] to canaidcr thm factors 
identified by the Joint Board: 1 j the risk of “cream akinrming,” 2) the rcgulatory 
8Ulu6 accorded rural telepbutu companies under the 1996 Act, and 3) my 
additional administrative burdm: that might mull from the disaggregation. 

“Cream skimming” may arisc if a compctitivc BTC WCTO to targct low-cost 
exchunges. or low-cost portions of 811 exchange. generally. a competitive ETC 
receives a subsidy for each access line it s m e s  equal to the average subsidy p a  
line that would otherwise be j18iJ to the incumbent carrier in the study area. If a 
competitive HTC were to target unusually low-coat -88 within a smdy mea, the 
ETC mght receive the same sub rid& per line as the incumbent while incurring 8 

fraction of thc cost per line. Thr incumbent, in contrast. would be left serving the 
relatively costly customers. 

I I  



But h e  record does not suppori ,he suggestion that the company is targcting 
based on their cost characterist cs. Rather, the Company is targeting all ares 
within its licensed service temtory. Any cornlation between the Company's 
disaggregation proposal and thic cost characteristics of the areas h e  Company 
seeks to sewe appears to be coid:i+lltal 

Addilionally, the FCC now p&t?uIs incumbents to disaggregate their own service 
area, thereby letting them tirgot their subsidies to their high-cost areas. 
Disaggregahon reduces the 01p4 i d t y  for cream-&imming; a competitive ETC 
that targeted only low-cost an:u would also rcccive only low levels of subsidies. 
Most Minnesota telephone mipanics, including Citizens and Frontier, have 
elected to disaggregate their mu senice areas down to tho exchange level for 
universal service purposes, and c yen to subdivide their 0cchange.s into cost zones. 
Consequently, the Commission h i s  little prospect of cream-skimming resulting 
fmm disaggrcgatiug the exchangts at ibwc into sub-axchange service areas. 

Similarly, duaggregahng t h u e  service areas is conrirtent with the regulatory 
status ;iccordcd rural telephme cpmpanies under the Act. For example, the 
Commission has expmsly demnmed that Frontier is a rural telephone company 
under the Act. This detmnimtic~n entitles Frontier to special status under the Act 
and the statutory exemptiom ;*tal  under this provision, exemptions from 
interconnection, unbundling m i  male requirements, remain unchangcd as a 
result of the disaggregation of Fiontier's service area. Further, the disaggregation 
of Fmntier'a senice area does not d u c t  the careful conmderatiorh including a 
determinanon of public intere!:t. hat the Commission must give to any application 
by a CLEC for E X  status in I'rontia'e service m o .  

The Commission is not persuadoi that this disaggregation will result in significant 
additional administrative burdcru.. Given Citizens' and Frontier's own elcction to 
disaggregate thcir scrvicc ares to the exchauge and subexchange levels. it is 
difficult to conclude that the resulting administrative chsllenges can be attriiuted 
to this dockct. 

Finally, the Commission is not  pfisuaded that &saggregating exchanges would 
prompt much additional custom,:c confusion. While achange boundaries have 
long held significance to peopla :a the local telephone businass, it is less clear that 
these boundaries have been so si,gnihnt to customers. Moreover, customers am 
generally a w m  that a cellulw rhone may have a different calling scope than a 
landline phone. (Toomotes and dtaucms are omitted.) 

Atiachmenl 1, at 8-9. In addition to me above-quoted material, there is further discussion of the 

Joint Board recommendation h u d w o - t  the MPUC's Approval Orda in Docket No. 

PT-6153IAM-02-686, 



The MPUC's attached Appnmd Order demonstrates that the MPUC appropriately 

considered the recommendations of the Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service and has 

clearly sct forth its nhonalc for rcdefini.lg semcc areas for Uie 12 rural companies addressed by 
; 1  

this petition. I ,  

CONCLUSION 

This petition complies with 47 C.F.R. 5 S4,207(c)(1) by providing the MPUC's proposed 

definition of Midwest Wireless's sertice areas and by providing the rationale therefor. The 

MpUC requests that the Comrmssion a ~ (  mpdtiously to a p e  to redefine the service are= for 

the companies above-named in Mimesola as requested by this petition. The complete rationale 

supporting this rcquesr is fully set forth in the attached MPUC order. 

Dated: July I ,  2003 Respcctfuly submitted, 

MIKE HATCH 
Attorney h c r a l  

Assistant Attorney Gbneral 
Any. Reg. No. 0253 

(651) 296.1410 F ' d )  

ATTORNEYS FOR 
STATE OF MINNESOTA 
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In the Marter of the Petition of Mdwesr Wmlcss 
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Eligible Teicc~mmunicatiom Carrier (NTC) 
Undcr 47 U.S.C. 9 214(e)(2) 
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ISSUE DATE. March 19.2003 

DOCKET NO. PT-615VAM-02-686 

ORDER GRAMWG CONDITIONAL 
APPROVAL AND REQUIRlNG FURTHER 
FILINGS 

BE-L- 
O n  May 7,2002, Midwest Wirdc-s Cormuuicauons, U C  (the Company) filed a petition under 
the federal Telecanmunications Act of 1996 (the Act)' asking this Commission to dwignate ir an 
"eligible t e l e c o d c a t i o r c ;  canid' @TC) in arcas in tend and southan Minnesota where it is 
currently licensed VJ provide d u l s r  phone service. n e  Campany needs thc designation to 
q d s y  for subsidies h m  the federal universal service fund. 

On July 5,2002, the Cowssion issled its ORDER REQUIRING ADDITIONAL FILINGS, 
VARYING TIME PERlQD AND NOTICE AND ORDER FOR HEARING. In its order, the 
Commission granted the request of Citizms Tclemnmuuications Company ( C i h ) ,  Frontier 
COmmUnications of Minnesota, Inc. (hntier) ,  the Minnesota Department ofCommerce (the 
Depmcnt) and the Minnesota lndepenjcnt Coalition (MIC) to rcquire the Compm>y lo provide 
additional information, The Commission also referred the matt- to an adminiseative law judge 
(a)? for a contcncd case pmceeqliig. 

The Company made supplemental filing; on July IS, July 22, and November 4,2002. 

Following hearings, tho ALJ filed hcr Fildaings of F'acc, Conciusioas of Law and k%annCQdatiOn 
(Au's Report) on Juuraty 2,2003, m i m e n d i n g  granhgthe Comwy's qwst. The 
Commission received exceptions to tbe r L J ' s  Report on January 10 from the Department, MC. and 
jointly from CiIizns and Frontier. The Company filed q l i e s  to these exceptions on January 2 1. 

The case tame before UIC Commission fcr decision on Fcbr~ry 13,2003. 

' Pub. L. No. 104104, I IO Star. !6, codified throughout title 47, United States Code. 

1 
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I 
11. The Legal Standard 

Applicatiou for ETC status arc g o v e y d  by f c d d  and state law? 'Ihe Act's 5 214 requires m 
ETC to offer catain dcsignatd services throughout its kTC-desiguated m i %  area, use ai least 
some of ik own facilities in providing these seMas, and advcItis: the availability and price of 
these service.'' While the list of designated sewices may change o w  time." FCC rule 
4 54 lOl(a) cuncatly design- the fbuowing services: 

J 

. . 

voice grade a c e s  to the public switch& W o r k  
local uoage 
touch-tone sMce or its !iulaional equivalent 
Singleputy s a v i c e  
acccss to emergency swvices, including 91 1 and enhanced 91 1 
access 10 opemmr serviccs 
access io intuuKhgt: uminices 
access to diredory assi&'nr;e 
toll limitation for qmhfylng low-income customers 

hcedurally, this Commission has the dqmsibility for designating ETCs in Minnesota except 
where 11 I& jurisdiction ovec an applicmt'' 'Ihe Commission wrlustcs ao applicarion based on 
the criteria ofthe Act, the FCC, and the :tote itnelf!' Statc-impoJod criteria &odd be 
"competitively neumI"50 as not to fava. incumbent5 compctitora. m any particular technology." 

The C o d o n  m w  grant ETC srmls a any qualified epplicaat, provided that the applicant is 
not seek to m e  exchange in whirh k iavmbcnt telephone company is a rural telephone 
company. P o r k  amas the ate comissioa must first make a 6nding bat desigrrating more 
than one carrier is in &e public intcrcs&': 'Ibis repuircment reflects Congressional concern that 
some rhinly-popdawd areas might not bt abSc to subport more rban om d e r .  

I' 47 U.S.C. § 254(cXl). 
' I  47 U.S.C. 5 214(e)(6). 
"Sco TemE Ofnce ofpublic UrhW Cowrrcf Y. FCC, 183 F3d 393 (5th Cir. 1999) (stale .- 

may impose own &ten% h-ad@ion IO C b d  uiita when evaluating rGuests for ETC 

" 47 U.S.C. 5 2546x7); In the hf,mer of FedwalSlate Joint Bomd on Univemal 
SLatUS). 

First Report and O&). 

inlerest. mweaiencerlndnccessity. M.m. Rulcspaa7811.1400,bubp. 2; 7812.1400, subp. 2. 
''Rural te~ephane company" is ddined i ir 47 U S.C fj 153(47). 

Service, CC Docket No. 9645 Rqwri mt Order, 12 FCC Rcd 8776,880143 n 46-51 (USF 

I' 47 U.S.C. 3 214(e)(2). Each ; p w .  of En: satus must beconrisrent with the public 
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Thc Department and h4IC agestbatik Company’s BUS nrepbprovides all the required ~rvjces, 
but argue tbat some ofthe Company’s c,@m rate p l u s  do not pmvide odqutc  local scrvice. While 
the BUS plan offers unlimited local caahng loll-he. Ihe Company’s other p l m  offer only a limited 
number of minutes of toll-& ach month, or none at d. In respom to these mcem~, he 
G m P Y  fledges 10 WmPlY with dl r+mum hal usage requirements h t  the FCC might 
BUbIish in the future. Nmatheless, tb!: Department aad MIC recommend dglying the Company’s 
ETC designation. Alternatively, they!rdammend granting the desiaation only with to the 
Company’s BUS oEkring. as was done in another state.” 

The Commission is not jxzmdal to pant user form of mlicf. Nothing in the Act or FCC rules 
prohibits au FTC h m  o&ring a varir3 of rate plans. providd that at least one rate plan offers all 
the requirsd S&=S. In lbe pnsent caw. no party disputes tha! the BUS plan provides all the 
qutred ouvices. including despate~8otal usage That is f i c i e n t .  As the A U  marked, if the 
Compmy wanb to ofkr a ratc pian with ‘prmium featurec or M expanded calling area as well, ‘that 
is between the company and tBe custorner.’“’~’ 

Furthermore, rhe practice of resbiding t! e Company’s ETC designation IO a specific service plan 
would lx discriminatory. cantravening t i e  FCC’s adinonition 10 remain compelitively neutral The 
commission has not impscd dmilar resnctions on other ETCs For example. some ETCs offer 
mcasured local service - tbat is. they &:,:ran optional service plan that involves an incremenral 
charge for 4 minute of we. By the Dt$artment’s and MICE rensoning, such measured servide 
plans do nof provide “local ~rrgz’’’~ yct !he Commission has not limited the subsidies paid 10 ETCs 
offemg su& plans. The Commisioa is,iisinclind to sin& out the Company for such limitations. 

2. A b w  snd Commitment to Servc 

MIC. Citizuu and Frontier also object 16 the AU’s consluoion that the Company b s  dunonsfrated 
an ability and commitment to p v i d a  the r0qui.d d c e s  lhroughout irs entire service m a -  They 
note that the Company dws not yet have “acilities to serve =me parts of the m a .  The Company 
declined to provide rn cstimaie of whtu i; would build such facilities, but his sdarowledgcd 
building new cellular tomtypically &,:s from 12 to 15 months. MIC, Citizens md,fronticr argue 
h i  if the Company is going to receive,E7:‘C designation, the Commission should imps= a timetable 
on the Campy’s  plans for building out its inhsimcture jwt aa the Commicsion impsee on 
incumbent telephone comp4nior; in thc .%)’ and TOJ?~’ caw. 

I7 In  the Matter o j rk  A p p l c a t i o n ’ o f ~ C  Texas RSA Ltd Pavnerddp/orDe&n@~on 
as on Ellgible T e l e c o m e n s  Cwri~.i Pwsuont to 47 US.C -6 21 4(e) and PUC Subst. R .  
26.418. wet No. 22.278, SOAH Dockel No. 473,00-1167. ORDER (October 30.2000). 

Peritionfar DesigMtion IU m Eligible Te;’ecommunicorionr Carrier, Dockn No. P-5695lM-98- 
1285 ORDER O U W G  PRELIMfhtAXY APPROVAL AND REQUIRING FURTHER 
FILINGS (October 27, 1999). 

AU Repca iit 141, Pwting In h e  Matler of Minnesour Cellular Corporallion 3 

‘ 9  47 C.F.R. 5 54.101(&2). 
” In the Matter ofPetuianjbr .4ssipnent ofan Migible Telecommunications Carrkr IO 

Provlde Service in UnrrssIgncd Terrirory iti Northern Minnesota, Docket No. Y407EM-98-1193 
(July 26, 1999). 

I’ In the Matrer of rhe Requtstfor Yervice in @est‘s Tope &change. Do& NO. P- 
421!CP-00-686 (June 21,2002). 
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B. Advvrbing Necessary Swvicer 

The Act q- an ETC lo advcrtisc thc.availability and pnce of the rquired services rhmughout 
the Qsignated service area using rnediiof general distributionx An ETC mwt also publici= the 
availability of Link-Up a d  Lifeline se%ces in a manna reasonably designed [o reach those likely to 
qualify for those services.’ 

After the Dcprbmt &a3 Use Company to clabontc on its adverttfng p b ,  ~e Company agreed 
lo work With the Commiss i~’~  &arid he Department to maoh ngtcmcnt on rn -p(able 
advertising phn within 30 days of ETC dsignation On this basis, tbc Aw found that (he Company 
danoicrtrated FCI ability and commitment :n ful6u this advertising obli@onS. 

Having reviewed the record and pmvidd all parties with an oppommity to oommenc. the 
Commission will adopt the mrnmmda~on of the ALJ. ll~e Compsny has demonstraid its 
willlngluss and nbiity to advertte u c  r y  u* scrvicur. 

C. Using Own Facilities 

The Act rcq- an KrC to use at least some of its own faoilitics to povidc’thc dcsignalcd services 
in its &a area As noted above, rhe Ctmpany currently is able to offer its services through 
approxiplatsly 200 cell site5 in and around the slate, and has pledged to build an additional IS cell 
sites upon designation as an ETC. The C O U . ~ W ~  has pledged to mea cwtomer orders for new 
service thmugh a varicty of measuw ioch:ding additinnal cell sites, d l  extenders. rnofbp antennae. 
and high-pawred phones, among other thngs. In addition, the Company has slated that it is Willine 
tD address a customer’s quest for scwm by 4cveloping a schedule for extending service. 

The Commission concludes that the Casnpmy has demonstrated a wilhgnes and commitment to 
cmploy at Jctw some of ik own fuciIilics I: I providing thc designated scrvices to its CWtOmTS.  

D. Public Int-t 

1. The Legal Standar i 

%le the Act garcraUy quire0 a st& to designate lrll quali@ing applicants s ETCs. 
that is Mf uue for m ricoyed by d mitp~~~w annpanies. For tbopc aiess. a state ccrmmission 
must first make a findine that desipatiq 100i-e thanone ETC would tc in thc public inkrust.” As 
noted above, tk Company reeks ETC dc~~p&mfor arcas m e d  by d telephone COmPhW and 
thercfom this Commission must dccnmi~ whether granting the Company’s petition would be in the 
public interest, 

when the FCC b had to mate  is dcremlnatim it has considemi 1) whether c\*rtomW are ’*elY 
to benefit fiom increased competition. 23 v*heihcy deript ioo ofan BIT3 Would pmyide befib 
available from incumbent 6% a d  3:) XI h e k  customers would tm harmed if the inCum-1 



services for which the support is int12uded.’~ For such certifications. however, the Commission also 
rqUired ETCs to file &davits, additidnal documenlmion perrainins to the mount of federal high- 
cost supporf received for the prior ye?! and the FTc’s operationd and capital expcnatures.3’ 

The ALJ recommd thar 
other things, “all information the state t ypicdly gathers horn ETCS to make its aruma~ certification 
thar ET& in Minnesota axe Using hyh-saSr funds....’’ A L l ’ s  Remfi 7 62. The Commission will 
&PI this rrcommmdacion as a reasom blc effort to Q c u m d  the Company’s intentions. 

cornpan 1 b~ rcquimi to make a compliaaoe filing containing, b o n g  

3. Afbrdrbility 

While aCknowl+ging the imporlance Q ‘“affordability‘‘ to promoting the public inkrest, the ALJ 
concludes that in this UISC &et force; can address this issue adequaWy. Competitive carriers do not 
have monopoly power to cxploil; consapently, uley can only win customers (and f e d d  subsidies) 
by offering aservice withan amactive combination of quality aud price. n e  ALJ observes that the 
Company had dcmonstrarod ifs capacity to do so, m t i n g  86.000 customers already. 

If the Commission d e s k  a more obj&in basis upon which to judge ~ h c  affordability of the 
Company’s semices, the ALJ notes that &c Compoiy’s BUS mtc plan is p r i d  a1 $14.99 per 
montb for unlimited locd usage. The A W concludes that this combidon of raws and quality is 
affordable by any standard. 

The -t takes issue witb fbe Ri J’r analysis of aordability, arguing that the k t s  cited by 
the ALJ arc taken out of context ne D zpmtmm~ notes that the Company’s 88,000 subscriben 
represent a amall percentage of thcroup.ldy 1 million people cbst live within the Company’s 
M i t a  savice &tory. Aod tbc Company’s offer to provide its BUS rate plan for SI 4.99 PI 
month fails to reflest the ms of buying, W i n g  and activating various quipmat at the 
c~990me.r’~ pmises. It does npf tcflcc? the cost of paying a dcposit. I1 docs not ~ f l m  Bny 
liabilities aripine out of long-term wn~rscta and leases. It docs not rencCt UIC costs imposed by 
possibly o~lpous service agreements. k i d  it does not reflect the burden of uhrcsponsivc network 
maintenance politics, or b u g  and pryinent policim~ 

Moreover, that was some dispute about wh&u all tk ncussary equipment for BUS w a ~  dl 
being manuf.cturod and would remain, ivvdable to cunomas.” 

Tbe asks that tbe Commissiin not fid approval 10 (be Company’s @tion until 
it has m l v d  all these isms. Tht‘hp:utnmt notes that the Aw shared some of the concern. 
rmxnm-adq that ilie Company make B filing containing - 

~ 

47 C F R  6 54.313(8) (petamha to m n - d  telephone COID@WS); 47 C.FR 
!j 54 3 14(a) @ertainirag to nual ~k+bOde companies). SCC, for cumpk, h lk Matter cfAnnuol 
Cerli/icotiaru Related to Eligible Tc1eco~~munico;ions Cmslsn’ @X3) Use of Federal 
universd Senice Strpporr, Docket NO. P-999M-021403 O n B R  CERTIFYING ETC’5 USE 
OF FEDERAL HIGH-COST SUBSIDY ~CCIIZ~CX 23,2002). 

Id., NOTICE OFFILING DEA’XME (August 22.2002). 
ALJ’r Report at 11.23. 
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Various rra~ons support the Commission’s axlusion Fink the FCC has concluded that the 
financial impact an the federal fund of des;$ating a carrier as an ETC is irrelevant to whetha a 
carrier should be sb designated.’ , 
Second, ifrbis Commission wcreinclinec! to consida t h c i w  on the f d e d  h d .  i t  would 
discovet that the Company’s prajeCtea qbsidy would inaease tbc fund’s size by roughly 0.25%. 
The Commission is not persuaded that this level of impactwarrsnts singling out tbe Company for 
specid consideration. 

MIC argues that tbs Commission &odd Imsidcr not macly thc cost Q f  the Company’s subsidies, 
but the easl of the subsidies that might ts paid to all CMRS provj’ders licensed to provide Service in 
the. Company’s service Icrritory, or in the cntire state, ns&g dl CMRS providers in thc statc 
became ETCs. ‘the Commission dibagrecs. Tbc issue kforc the Commission is the Company’s 
pctitioa aod no one else’s. In this docket the Commission mll dcclint to consider the effecr of other 
CMRS Campanics’ subsidies, just as the Clommission hna not c o M i d d  the e I k i  of.the incumbent 
ETCS’ subsidics. TO do othenvire would violate the principlc of cdmpctitive neutraliry. 

ShLd. F4hrsota tele~ammunications &ias - and hdiredy, Minnesota ratepayers -- ~IX 

Paying into tbc fund; it would be inequitable for qmlified Minnesota providers and 
Mmnesota ratcpeyers not to derive the h e M  of the fuod, too. 

Finally. tbe FCC bu initiuted a proccadiap. to r e ~ ~ n d e r  how universal semice suppr~ is 
distrib~tsd” To the extrnt that these i-3 wanant fu&a nview. &cy wiU bc addressed and 
mnedkd holistically in the f c d d  docket Thus, these irsucs nacd not tx. addnssed on a 
piecuneal basis in compny-speeific d&ts such as this. 

5. Conclusion 

The Commission mtativdy finds tha~ pi*g  the Company’s petition would be in the public 
interert. Customax would ba l i y  to k,cfit h m  ixrqzud mqetitian, inclu&ing the 
provision of s e w k  a d  f i m d i o n a l ~ ~ ~  ( ~ I I  & ipcombeDt pvideas do not o m .  No customer 
harms are f0resgahI.c. ’ h e  Commissio~~ h ~ a u ~ e  to find ha t  tbe BUS netvice is affodahle. 
althougbit willawait tb COmpMy’s w m p k  fling &I this quatiOn. And tho Cormision k 
not pereuadcd that anram about thc sire Df tho f e d d  U d d  SeSViCa Fund rlquire the 
Company’s EK designation to be with€& ctc limited in swpe. 

E. Scnlec Area Dkaggrcgatimi 

1. I.e&dStandard 

A carrier must off= aal d v &  tht r~quircd basic services lhrcughout any “service Bres” for 
which the Carrier is dssignstd sn ETC. While state commissions edablish wvke 
boundaries. Lhorct ~~~~ typidy coincide with the 
area boundaries of ioawnbenr ~andline carrim. The Act def i is  “service U ~ E ”  0s - 

CariW boundaries or aohmge 

’bRCC/Alahamar Order at 1 3. 
”Scc In ck Macer of Federal-SIm Joint Board on Univusal Service, Order. 

ITC 02-307 (=I. Nov. 8,2002) 
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2. T h e  Company's Proposal 

As noted abave, the FCC has authorird h e  Company to provide commercial ]nobile radio service 
(CMRS) thtoughout a swath of southm Minnesota. The Company seeks ETC dcsigmtion for its 
entire service &tory. But the boun&$es of the Company's licensed service territory do nor 
coincide with the bouadaries pf the i o c ~  nknts' &i,+,g s m i o c  -. 

FW most m i c e  Bteas within 
p b l e a  The Company gnlrs the ComrnKsion to designate it an ETC in any exchaage in its 
s&Q t k h y  that is wnd by a non-r llral telepbone company, s i n e  the Commission has the 
discretion io redefine the stnice amis olnon-turd telephone companies unilaterally. 
AddiUonally, whcre a rural telephone rm:ztpany's entire mice arcs is within the Company's 
W c e  territory, the &mpany is willhg to be designated an ETC for the entire service area. 

Rut where the Company's authority to provide wireless savicc extends only 
rural telephone campy's d c e  areq ile Company would be precluded born obtaining ETC 
designation unless the sqvice mea were &aggregated. The CMlpany asks for this relief. That is, 
thc Company scclcs to dkaggrcga~ the ihunbcnt wmpauies' savice areas to the extent 
necessary IO parnit the Cnmpany to o b b o  ETC desig&iion hughout its licensed service 
territory - evcn if this mquires d i s a g e :  @ below the a b g e  level 

a m p  ny's senice taritory, cbc~e b~uedahy i s s u  pose 

way h u g h  a 

3. Comment 

Tzle ALJ recommends sranting the Compny's quest  and petitioning tbe FCC to disaperegatc 

No p q  opposes the Company's requesi, except where the Campany seeks €TC designnuon with 
rcspccf to hctional pats of an exchange Citizens and Frontisr argue that this aspen ofthe 
Company's proposal wujdprwoke C L T ~ W  confusion, f m t c  thc federal *heme matching 
subsidies to ~ 0 %  end inacase adminias?ve burdens. 

the senrice areas. Au Rsport at f ls5-59 

4. @ommuoion Actio! i 

In considering whether t~ -g& a ~ m l  Wephone company's service territory, 

' 'cram 
Act, and 3) any additiod a&ni&tm 'w; ii, ud~rrr, might r w l t  h m  tbt disaggregation? 

FCc 
thc Cammiffion (0 d b  b. , cbrs ibt i f ird  by the Joint Board: I )  thc risk Of 

2) Q w m n  w~i. w/;Orded d telephone companies under the 195% 

"Crtam skimming" may a& if a wmM IVC m~ were to torget lowcost exchanges, or low-cost 
paions of an exchange. Generally, B arni~tetitive ETC rtceivco a subsidy for each access line it 
saves equal to tbc avmge subsidy per hoe that would o~erwise  be paid to cbe incumbent carrier 
in the study w e a  If a competitive ETC i m e  to target u n d l y  low-cost areas within a study 
area, the ETC night receivc the same sutddies per line a0 the incumbeut while in- a 
hct ion  of  he COS: per line. Tbc inCumbx6f. in contrast, would be left serving the relatively costly 
customers. 

-- 
See Join1 BoardRecommendarik I 2  FCC Rcd at 179-EOSq7 172-74. 
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V. CondPrion 

The Commission will grant p~liminary~)pproval to the Company's application. finding rhar the 
Camplury has made a credible showinp, -fils ability and inkdon to provide a high quality, 
af€ordable universal m i c e  offering bbughut its proposed m i c e  rn Final approval will be 
granted u p  Ca.nmission review and atprod of a filing Complying with the requiremcnts 
dlscurscd in the body of this Order. 

Q!!aEB 
1. llx CommiSSion accept, adapt end inwrpomte the Aw's Findings of Fact, Conclusions of 

Law and R e C o ~ ~ d a t i o n ,  d &ants prelimkuy approval to the company's application 
for designation as an eligible t e k c o r r u n ~ c a t i o ~ ~ ~ .  Final spproval is mntihgat 
upon Commission review and approval o f h  compbcc filing set forth in paragraph 2. 

T%e Company shall make a conpliance filing includii the following items: 

(a) information typically @hem> born ETCs in the annul Catiiicatipns, 

@) informntion on r a t q  tcmrs em ionditions applicable to the BUS, including customer 
pun& quipmgnt options and ch ygcj, 

2 .  

(c) anadvenizing plan. 

(d) a t d € w i t h  terms and rates i'or the BUS, with Lifeline and Link-Up and orher sewices 
*cb may be added to a univminl service offcriig. 

(e) a cuptomcr &ce sgrecment uith customer service and dispute rtsoluti~n policies, 
network mnintena~oe with proccdurrz far rcsolv-ing servia interruptions and any customer 
remcdieq billing and pa-t rwd dcposit pohciics, and 

(0 a lid of the Company's federd obligations regarding ifs senice area 

The Commission will petition the 2 CC m disaggmgaie, for IXC purposes, the servicc 

Company to obtain ETC kignaticn throughour its CMRS licensed smicc  h b V .  

3. 
areas of thc relevant humbent tek phorv cMnpania to ik extent nacessw to permit fie 
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’ EXHIBIT C 

ML”ICS 3TA RURAL LIXs THAT 
MIDWEST wLRE:IJiTSS COVERS IN THEIR E l V r r ~ ~ r y  

Ace Communications Group 
Blue J 3 h  Valley Tdelcphone Compsqv 
Cannon Valley Telccommunicarim, JRC 
Chesm Telephone Company (CmmyTel of 

Chrislm~en C~mmunication~ Company d/b/a 

Clara City Telephone Company (Ham011 

Clemcntr Telephone Company 
Delavan Telephone Company 
Dunnell Telephone Campany 
Easton Telephone Company (Blue Earth Valley 

Telephone Company) 
Grana& Telcpbone Company 
Harmony Telephone Company 
Hills Telephone Company, Inc. 
Home Telephone Company 
Hutchinson Telephone Company 
Interstate Tdccomunicscio~ 

chcner, Inc.) 

Madclia Telephone 

Comunicanons) 

coopmive, Inc. 
K a o n  & Mantorville Telephone Coapny 
Lisnore hpera t ive  Tdepbone Coaysey 
Mabel Telephone Coopaative C o m p y  
M A  - Hanland Telephone Camp ny 
Mankato Citizens Telephone bp, 

Md-Communications, Lnc. (Hickorytwh 
Mnnesota Lake Telephone Cornpaply (Biuc 

Minnesota Valley Telephone Company, I IC. 

New Urn  Tdclccommunications, Inc. 
Pine Island Telephonr: Company 
Redwood County Tclcphone Conipany 
Sacred Heart Telcphone Company (Hanw- 

Communications. hc.) 
Eye Telephone Company 

(Hickorytecb) 

Earrh Valley communicatians) 

Splhock Telecommunicarions Coopmtr V P  

Spring Grove Cooperative Telephone 

W m c m  Telephone Company 
Winnebgo Coopa~~tive Telqbonc 

Winbop Tilephone Company 
Wmdatsk Telephone Company 
Zumbrotp Telephone Company 
lmsdde Telephme (kqmy, Inc. 

Company 

AyDoion 

I 
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EXHJBIT D 

RURAL LEC SERVICK .LREAS REQUIRING DISAGGREGATION 

LEC Service : CenruryTel 
Wire CMtCI3 Rcnville 
Scncd by MinnCYlGl 
Midwest Wirelcrr: Fsirfax 

Gibbon 
la Fayem 
Kellogg 

FYc!acm 
Lamkrron 
Round Lake 

sprine VdCy 

LEC 

Wire Centers J=P Byron 
Served by HsrdWiCk Ellcndale 
Midwest  Wireless: Bigelow Blooming Pwie 

h o  Hayfield 
Lynd Clsrks Grv 
Tyler Hallandale 
Ghent Browndale 
Boyd Dexter 
Clarkfid Lyle 
H-1 Run A h  
M y  Falls Le Roy 
conanwwd Chcrry Grove 

-g 
Svea-Blwmkes! 
Kandiyohi Odin-Ormsby 
Lake Lillian Kiesca 
ArWatrr Alden 
coynos Caunon Falls (partial) 
Hector Kenyon 
Rift WilI-lsmiagO 
COmh-cy w concord 
Clarcmnt Bdgade (partial) 
Dodge Centa 

CitiZem Telemmwnications Compny (Show as GTE Minncrota on 
hP) 

FOuncein 
Mountain W e  
Butterfield 
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LEC: F ~ o ~ & Y  Conururicatiom of Minnesota, hc.  
Wire Centers Madison h s v i l l e  
Served by Canby Trirnont 

T m a n  
Po- Welcome 
Ivanboe Nonhrop 
Balaton Sh&Lllll 
Cume F h o n t  
AVO= Ceylon 
Lk W k  EsstCbain 
Slaylon GrrcllIdc 
C h d J P  Hendasun(ppt;+l) 
10- A d w o n  
Edgerton Montgomvy 
Loom Le Ccnrcr 
Adrian Kilkcmy 

wolthingm Elysian 
OhltUl0 Janesvillc 

Dell Plaim (pxrtal I 

Midwest Wirelrur: h w o n  

E l h r t h  WatcrvillC 

Lakd& SL Lco 

LEC: 

Served by Pcnnock 
Midwest Wirrlar: New London 

Mid-State Telephoi~e C o q y  m a  KMP (TDS Telecom) 
Wire Ccntcn %g(panial) 

spiccr 
Sunburg mid) 
Murdock(partial) 
Kcrkhova~ (padsl! 

LEC: ScOn Rice Teleph~rme Company 

Served by 
Midwest Wireless: 

Wire Center Webaer@anial) 
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a 
LEC: 
Wire Centers 
Sewed by 
Midwest Wireless: 

LEC: 
Wim Cmtus 
Stncd by 
Midwaf Wirelcrs: 

L E E  
Wire Ceoters 
Served by 
Midwrst Wirrlnm: 

LIEC: 
Wire Cemter 
Served by 
Midwest Wimless: 

L E C  
Wire Center 
S c n c d  by 
Midwest Wirclas: 

United Tel Co of Miimesota (UTC of Minnesota) ' 
Granite Falls Rouingsm 
Grove Ciry Lcwiston 
D a s d  SI. James 
SilverLpkc Waldorf 
~ R a r i c  NmRichbnd 
BufFaloLakc N M W a l )  
Stewan 
BIOWlllon 
GIcncoc 
Plat0 @nrtial) 
Charka 
Lake city 
zumbro Fls 
M i l l v i L l C  
Elgin 
Plainview 
EYOQ 
Alm 

Federated TeIepbm Compaey 

Big Bend (parfial) 
Milan (paITJal) 

Mclxuse Telephone C a m p y  (divemiCOM) 
Eden Valley (partial) 
Watkins@mid) 
Kimball @arcld) 

Wimtd @anid) 
W h S d  Telephone Company (TDS relocorn) 

EcLla Telephone C.ompaay (Blue Eartb Valley Telephone Company) 
Ncw Pwgue -ai) 
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LEC: Lakedale Telc,~bane Company 
Wire Cater Paynesville (par~~r l )  
Served by 
Midwat Wiyirrlao: 

LEG. F ~ n c n  Murual X9 Co. 
W i n  Caters Marietta 
Served by Ballinphs, @artiai) 
Midwat  Wirrkss: Cmo h r d o  ~ 6 . 1 1 )  


